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SECTION 3

Comments Received on the Public Draft EA/IS
and Responses to Comments

3.1 Comments Received on the Public Draft EA/IS
The agencies distributed the Public Draft EA/IS on June 12, 2000, and provided a 30-day
period for public and agency review, which ended July 13, 2000. In addition, the agencies
conducted a public meeting on June 22, 2000, in Redding, California, at the Doubletree Hotel
to receive oral comments on the Public Draft EA/IS. Flipchart notes were taken at the
meeting.

Table 3-1 provides a list of those who submitted written and oral comments during the
public and agency Public Draft EA/IS review period, the organization represented by the
commentor (if applicable), the number assigned to each commentor, and the comment
numbers assigned to each comment within each letter or oral comment. Commentor’s
names from letters containing handwritten signatures were interpreted with the hope that
the interpretation was accurate, although in some cases the commentors’ signatures on the
comment letters were illegible.

TABLE 3-1
List of Commentors on the Public Draft EA/IS

Commentor Number Comment Numbers
Commentor

Name/Agency
1 1-1 through 1-2 Bob & Cathy Hutchins
2 2-1 through 2-16 Donald R. Lamb
3 3-1 Donald R. Lamb
4 4-1 through 4-9 Steven B. McCarthy, McCarthy & Rubright, LLP
5 5-1 through 5-6 Walter P. McNeill, Attorney for Clear Creek CSD
6 6-1 through 6-7 Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River
7 7-1 through 7-4 John Merz, Chair, Board of Directors, Sacramento

River Preservation Trust
8 8-1 through 8-2 Elizabeth Brink, River Revival Coordinator

International Rivers Network
9 9-1 through 9-2 Richard Baumann

10 10-1 through 10-2 John C. Raine, New Hogan Lake Conservancy
11 11-1 through 11-4 Charles Kuhn, PE

Kuhn & Kuhn
12 12-1 through 12-2 Corley Phillips
13 13-1 through 13-2 Greg Engelbach
14 14-1 through 14-3 Valerie F. Olson
15 15-1 Traci Sheehan
16 16-1 through 16-4 Robert N. Ferroggiaro, Vice President, Federation of

Fly Fishers
17 17-1 Dr. Andrew Jones



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3-2 RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC)

TABLE 3-1
List of Commentors on the Public Draft EA/IS

Commentor Number Comment Numbers
Commentor

Name/Agency
18 18-1 through 18-2 Kay Sullivan
19 19-1 through 19-2 Peggy Risch
20 20-1 Bob & Diane Madgic
21 21-1 through 21-4 Allen Harthorn
22 22-1 through 22-3 Curtis Knight, California Trout, Inc.
23 23-1 through 23-5 Melinda Brown
24 24-1 through 24-2 Eve Ladwig-Scott
25 25-1 through 25-2 Elizabeth Brink
26 26-1 through 26-4 Dianna Thrasher
27 27-1 Matt Richardson
28 28-1 Mike Bogue, President, Norcal Fishing Guides &

Sportsmen’s Association
29 29-1 through 29-4 Scott A. Zaitz, California Regional Water Quality

Control Board
30 30-1 through 30-2 Dave & Holli Swarts
31 31-1 Michael G. Mitchell, Economic Development Director,

City of Redding
32 32-1 through 32-18 John R. Williams
33 33-1 through 33-5 Amelia T. Minaberrigarai, Attorneys for Westlands

Water District
34 34-1 through 34-2 Dave & Holli Swarts
35 35-1 Larry Whitehead
36 36-1 Andrea Redamonti, California Department of

Transportation
37 37-1 through 37-3 Donald R. Lamb
38 38-1 through 38-25 Saeltzer Dam Public Meeting
39 39-1 Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse

3.2 Responses to Comments on the Public Draft EA/IS
Individual responses to comments on the Public Draft EA/IS are presented in this section.
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Letter from Bob and Cathy Hutchins Dated June 30, 2000
1-1 As noted on page 3-5 of the EA/IS, landowners may expect a decrease in

groundwater levels up to approximately 6.5 feet. The actual decrease at any
particular location is expected to vary, depending on geologic conditions, proximity
to the ditch, leakage along any particular stretch of ditch, and the proximity to other
sources of water (i.e., creeks and washes). It is unlikely that a drop of 6.5 feet will
lower groundwater levels below the screened depth of existing wells because
seasonal reductions in groundwater levels currently exist – notably when the ditch is
shut down in the late summer or early fall. Thus, well production is not expected to
noticeably change along the ditch. Further, homeowners near Clear Creek likely
have access to groundwater that is directly influenced by the creek itself. This will
provide a relatively high quality source of water for domestic use. Centerville
Community Services District (CSD) has also indicated that they may be able to
supply potable water to residences near Honeybee Road, offering another source of
water for nearby residences. However, homeowners will likely be required to pay
for water delivery, similar to other customers of Centerville CSD. Paying for water
service is not considered a significant impact.

Without information about the specific location and characteristics of the
commentor’s fire-suppression reservoir, it is impossible to determine the degree of
change expected at the reservoir. If the reservoir is directly filled with ditch water, it
will be dry following implementation of the project. If the pond fills during winter
storms or from groundwater discharge during the spring, it may be necessary to line
the pond to prevent seepage later in the season, or fill the pond with groundwater
from wells. These measures are consistent with measures necessary in other, similar
locations in the county, where homeowners must take precautionary measures to
alleviate fire danger; therefore, the removal of the ditch is considered a less-than-
significant impact.

1-2 As noted in response 1-1, a decrease in groundwater levels of up to approximately
6.5 feet is not considered a significant impact. Accordingly, no mitigation is required.
The decreased water levels are not anticipated to affect existing groundwater wells.
Individual ponds may need to be altered either through supplemental water from
wells or by reducing seepage rates in the bottom of the ponds, or both. Further, as
noted above, supplemental water, if needed, is available through installation of wells
or through annexation to a water purveyor. Without knowing the exact geology near
an individual well, it is impossible to determine whether sulfate concentrations will
change, because it is possible that water leaking from the ditch is also interacting
with the source of sulfur. Well owners currently experiencing noticeable
concentrations of sulfate will likely continue to have sulfate following the
implementation of the project. Drinking water from these wells is likely being
treated by an over-the-counter filtration system and will likely be treated following
project implementation. Therefore, the likely impact of the project on sulfate
concentrations in groundwater is less than significant.
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb, Undated

2-1 One of the intents of the environmental document, as defined by National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), is to identify impacts that a project may have on the environment. Analyses
included in the document concluded that, although the project will affect the
environment, human-related impacts such as existing land use will not change
because other nearby areas have similar land use characteristics without access to the
Townsend Ditch. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that land use near the ditch
will continue if the ditch no longer diverted water. Further, supplemental sources of
water are available through management of winter water, development of additional
wells or storage for water from wells, or through direct purchase from a local water
purveyor.

2-2 Claims relating to the ditch are partially addressed in the agreements signed by the
Townsend Flat Water Ditch Company (TFWDC) shareholders and the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).
The agreements are included as Appendix C of this document. Management of the
ditch is not part of the Proposed Project. Currently, no plans exist to alter the ditch.

2-3 There is no requirement to use proceeds from the agreement for a specific purpose.

2-4 The list of species in Table 3-1 does not include threatened or endangered species
that are afforded additional protection under either the federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA) or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Many of these species,
such as largemouth bass and green sunfish, are non-native species that have been
introduced to the area. These species prey upon listed salmonid species, and
removing these species from areas that contain listed salmonids will be beneficial.
When the ditch is dewatered, any fish within the ditch will likely die unless attempts
to rescue these fish are made. The ditch has been shut down in the past for
maintenance purposes, and fish mortalities have not been a problem during these
instances. The CDFG constructed a fish screen at the entrance to the ditch to prevent
native salmonid species from access to the ditch. However, the screen has been
ineffective in past years, and some salmonid species may have entered the ditch on
occasion. During the summer, water temperatures in the ditch are typically too
warm to support coldwater species such as trout.

2-5 Surveys of the ditch were conducted by a qualified botanist and biologist during the
spring of this year (see page 3-9). As described on page 3-11, impacts to plant
communities currently present along the ditch will vary depending upon site-
specific conditions. In general, some areas along the ditch that currently support
wetland and riparian habitat will likely trend towards more mesic conditions that
support upland vegetation, while other areas, where hydrologic conditions permit,
will remain relatively unchanged. Increased flows in lower Clear Creek downstream
of Saeltzer Dam will improve riparian and wetland habitats in that area and thus
benefit native fish and wildlife species. Because the TFWDC is at liberty to cease
water diversions through the ditch at any time, those vegetation communities that
exist along the ditch are always under some risk. The project, by preserving flows in
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
lower Clear Creek, will provide permanent conditions that are favorable for creation
and maintenance of riparian and wetland vegetation.

Section 3.8 discusses current land use and policies for the project area. Figure 3-7
includes the location of your parcel along the Townsend Ditch. Implementation of
the Proposed Project will not impact existing land use designations. Residences and
businesses that currently benefit from water seepage or unpermitted use of the water
provided by the ditch will need to seek an alternate supply of water from another
source. Potential sources include Centerville CSD, Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation
District (ACID), or wells.

2-6 The ditch is managed to provide water to the lands noted on Figure 3-2. The figure
was developed based on information provided by TFWDC. Other direct diverters of
the ditch were assumed to not be permitted water users and were not included on
the figure.

Figure 3-2 depicts only those pastures and ponded areas that are within the
established place of use for legally permitted water that is transported through the
Townsend Ditch. As stated on page 3-25, the maximum expected drop in
groundwater levels is approximately 6.5 feet. The amount of drop in groundwater
will vary at specific locations depending on soil characteristics, geology, and water
inflow patterns.

2-7 The occurrence of sulfur in groundwater is typically a result of the interaction of
groundwater with naturally occurring sulfate materials such as gypsum or pyrite.
Gypsum or pyrite may be present in local geology, resulting in dissolved sulfate in
well water. Without knowing the exact geology near an individual well, it is
impossible to determine whether sulfate concentrations will change, because it is
possible that water leaking from the ditch is also interacting with the source of
sulfur. Well owners currently experiencing noticeable concentrations of sulfate will
likely continue to have sulfate following the implementation of the project. Drinking
water from these wells is likely being treated by an over-the-counter filtration system
and will likely be treated following project implementation. Therefore, the likely
impact of the project on sulfate concentrations in groundwater is less than
significant.
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 Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued

2-8 As stated on page 3-25, the maximum expected drop in groundwater levels is
approximately 6.5 feet. The amount of drop in groundwater will vary at specific
locations depending on soil characteristics, geology, and water inflow patterns.
Ponded areas will continue to provide valuable wildlife habitat on a seasonal basis.
Increased flows in lower Clear Creek downstream of Saeltzer Dam will improve
riparian and wetland habitats benefiting native fish and wildlife species, including
threatened Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon and steelhead trout.

2-9 Centerville CSD has indicated that it may be feasible to supply potable water, if
available, to residences near Honeybee Road, offering another source of water
residences in the area. However, homeowners will likely be required to pay for
water delivery, similar to other customers of Centerville CSD. Paying for water
service is not considered a significant impact. Centerville CSD is currently
investigating sources of funding to offset the capital costs of extending service to
these residences, if the residences are eligible. These third-party sources are existing
federal and state programs for utility improvements.

2-10 As noted in Response 2-1, human-related impacts were analyzed by comparing
existing uses in the area with other, similar land uses in the region. Livestock and
firewood harvesting are viable in similar areas in the county without access to the
ditch; therefore, it is assumed that these land uses will be viable after diversions to
the ditch cease.

2-11 Please see Response 2-10. The potential for alternative uses of ditch water in the area
was not considered as part of the analysis. As noted previously, alternative sources
of water are expected to be available to landowners in the area. Existing land use is
not expected to change following implementation of the project.

2-12 The public review period is intended to solicit input on the project and the
anticipated impacts of the project. If new information or substantial evidence is
presented outlining the need to re-evaluate impacts of the project, the impact
statements will be changed accordingly. To date, no such evidence has been
presented; therefore, the impact statements stand with the revisions noted in Table 2-
1 of this document.

2-13 Figure 3-8C was included in the document to demonstrate a view of the ditch from a
publicly accessible vantage point. The figure also presents vegetative assemblages
along the ditch.

2-14 Public outreach activities for this project have exceeded the requirements of both
NEPA and CEQA. The distribution list was taken from an existing mailing list used
for the Clear Creek Coordinated Resource and Management Planning Group
(CRMP). The lead agencies also published press releases for local news agencies,
held a public meeting to solicit input from the public, and made electronic copies
available on the internet. Additionally, the project has been the subject of several
local news articles and features. It was not the intent of the lead agencies to omit
interested parties from any distribution list. Copies of the document were made
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
available to all parties requesting them. Please see Summary of Project History and
Public Involvement (Appendix E).

2-15 The cultural resources field survey focused on the area immediately surrounding the
dam area. This is the only part of the project that will be subject to ground-disturbing
activities that will have the potential to impact cultural resources. The final Cultural
Resources report is included in this document as Appendix B.

2-16 Thank you for your comment. Please see Response 1-1 for additional discussion of
potential impacts to ponds in the area.
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Dated July 13, 2000

This is not a comment on the EA/IS.
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Dated July 11, 2000

4-1 It has been determined that additional time is not necessary to review comments on
the EA/IS. In the absence of substantial evidence documenting a flaw in the analyses
or new information not previously available, no additional time will be required.

4-2 No significant impacts to ecosystems have been identified in the EA/IS.

Section 3.1 of the EA/IS addresses impacts to the ditch ecosystems and concludes
that there would be no significant impacts because removal of the ditch would
return existing wetland to a more natural state (from a perennial emergent wetland
to a seasonal emergent wetland), and be offset by increased flows in the creek which
would enhance riparian and wetland habitats.
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued
4-3 The commentor does not present specific examples of sensitive environmental

conditions that will be “irreparably damaged.”  The EA/IS analyzed environmental
conditions associated with the ditch. The cessation of water flow in the ditch is not
anticipated to result in significant impacts; therefore, no mitigation is required.
Qualified professionals conducted analyses in a variety of fields. Barring new
information or substantial evidence documenting a flaw in the analyses, the analyses
presented in the EA/IS will remain unchanged.

4-4 It is unclear how the commentor derives a reduction in groundwater levels of 10 feet.
Again, in the absence of new information or substantial evidence, the analyses in the
EA/IS will remain unchanged.

Botanical and biological surveys were conducted by qualified professionals within
habitats adjacent to the Townsend Ditch and were not limited to the construction
area at Saeltzer Dam. Implementation of the Proposed Project will not significantly
impact special-status species that occur within the project area, including those areas
adjacent to the ditch. Please refer to Section 3.1.1 Fisheries, Section 3.1.2 Vegetation,
Table 3-2, Section 3.1.4 Wildlife, and Table 3-4 for additional clarification.

4-5 As noted previously in Responses 4-2 and 4-3, no significant impacts have been
identified; therefore, no mitigation is required. “Residual water” cited by the
commentor will not be available from Saeltzer Dam following its removal because it
is the diversion point for water supplies in the ditch. The McConnell Foundation is
not a lead or participating agency as defined by CEQA, and is not obligated to
participate in funding aspects of the project. The parties to the agreement are
TFWDC, Reclamation, and CDFG.

4-6 The EA/IS considered both direct and secondary effects of the project, and no
significant impacts were identified. As outlined in Section 3.1 (page 3-12) of the
EA/IS,

“The emergent wetland would also be subject to change in vegetation.
Though wetland characteristics would remain (due to the depth of the
feature and surrounding groundwater levels), this feature would change
from a perennial emergent to a seasonal emergent wetland. Changes to
riparian and wetland communities that would occur as a result of eliminating
the water diversion through the Townsend Ditch would be offset through
increased bypass flows in lower Clear Creek. Increased bypass flows would
provide better conditions and higher and more stable flow in the lower 6
miles of Clear Creek that would benefit establishment of natural riparian and
wetland habitats.”

Thus, the removal of the ditch will return existing wetland to a more natural,
seasonal state and be offset by increased flows in the creek. The reduction in
groundwater levels is not anticipated to affect geology in the area. Gravel excavation
is governed more by economic conditions dictating the value of gravel than the
depth of groundwater. The Shasta Mosquito and Vector Control District has
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued
indicated that the project is not anticipated to affect mosquito control efforts in the
area (Audie Butcher, pers. comm. with Tim Carlton/CH2M HILL).
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued
4-7 The EA/IS determined that the existing land use in the area, including the water ski

park, will not be precluded by implementation of the project. The water ski park
currently uses tail water from TFWDC to artificially maintain a higher water surface
elevation, allowing for motorized water sports. If flows in the ditch cease, tail water
will also cease. Water in the ski pond percolates through the surrounding gravel
berms into neighboring gravel mining operations, generally varying in correlation
with the ditch. It is unclear how the bass are managed in the pond – whether they
are planted each year, or if they exist in the pond year-round. Any impacts to bass
will be offset by gains to the native anadromous fishery in Clear Creek.

The EA/IS notes that landowners in the area may need to supplement or better
manage water supplies following project implementation. These supplemental
measures are similar to those practiced at existing land uses elsewhere in the county.
Additionally, the water ski park may be able to purchase water directly from ACID.
Continuing operation of the water ski park as both a water ski park and a fishing
destination is therefore an economic issue related to the cost of water management.
The EA/IS determined that operation of the water ski park is not an environmental
issue. Please see Response 4-6 for a discussion of wildlife values associated with the
ditch.

4-8 Under the terms of the agreement between Reclamation, CDFG, and TFWDC, all
future claims against the ditch will be addressed by TFWDC. Water rights claims
following implementation of the project should be addressed to TFWDC. The EA/IS
has determined that the groundwater effects of the project are less than significant
and do not require mitigation.
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Letter from McCarthy & Rubright, LLP Continued
4-9 Following implementation of the project, diversions from Saeltzer Dam will no

longer be possible. Unintentional seepage is not considered a beneficial use by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB); thus, landowners benefiting from
seepage from the ditch are not entitled to continued supplies under California water
law. Further, the EA/IS determined that the reduction in groundwater will not
preclude existing land use, resulting in a less than significant impact. Mitigation is
not required to offset groundwater impacts.

4-10 Based on careful consideration of the facts presented in the commentor’s letter, there
is not substantial evidence or new information sufficient to change the analyses
presented in the EA/IS.
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Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Dated July 13, 2000
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Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Continued

5-1 If the McConnell Foundation chooses to move its exchange water through the
Muletown Conduit, that exchange will be subject to future environmental review
and will need to be conducted in cooperation with affected water purveyors.
Currently, such an exchange has not been proposed. As noted on page 1-7 of the
EA/IS, the McConnell Foundation’s share will likely be designated as environmental
water until a willing buyer is identified. If the McConnell Foundation chose to
deliver water through the Muletown Conduit, it would be for deliveries to either the
Centerville CSD or Clear Creek CSD, and would be subject to future environmental
and administrative review.

5-2 The agreement signed by Reclamation, CDFG, and TFWDC is intended to result in
no net change to CVP water supplies. The Proposed Project does not affect CVP
water supplies. If potential impacts to CVP resources exist as a result of releases to
Clear Creek, water will be taken from (b)(2) supplies. Therefore, any impacts to CVP
supplies would be accounted for in environmental documentation relating to
implementation of (b)(2) water and CVPIA. For additional information, please see
the Programmatic EIS for CVPIA implementation.

5-3 As noted on page 1-6 of the EA/IS, the McConnell Foundation has stated that its
share will be made available to willing buyers within the county. It is likely that
willing buyers will consist of CVP customers that cannot meet demand with future
CVP supplies. Therefore, the McConnell Foundation supplies will likely supplement
CVP supplies within the county at some point in the future. Please see Response 5-2
for a discussion of the project’s relationship to (b)(2) water supplies.
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Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Continued

5-4 The Proposed Project formalizes existing flow release patterns that have historically
been released downstream of Whiskeytown Dam. Page 3-21 of the EA/IS states that
as part of the project, CDFG, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and
Reclamation will enter into an Instream Flow Preservation Agreement to maintain
releases at current levels. Additional releases could be made through allocation of
water under Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA. However, such additional releases are
speculative at this point. For further discussion of the impacts of water management
following implementation of Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA, please refer to the
Programmatic EIS prepared for the CVPIA.



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3-36 RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC)

5-5

5-6



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC) 3-37

Letter from Clear Creek Community Services District Continued

5-5 As noted in Response 5-4, the flow agreement associated with this project maintains
current flow levels in Clear Creek. Impacts from the potential implementation of
increased flows in the Trinity River are outlined in a separate environmental impact
statement/environmental impact report (EIS/EIR) for that action. Any additional
impacts resulting from increased Trinity River flows are beyond the scope of this
analysis.

5-6 As noted above, implementation of additional flows through Section 3406 (b)(2) of
CVPIA and changes to Trinity River releases are beyond the scope of this project.
This project includes an agreement stating that releases into Clear Creek will remain
the same following removal of Saeltzer Dam. Accordingly, implementation of this
project will not affect public services and utilities. Although implementation of (b)(2)
flows and Trinity River flows have the potential to reduce water supply reliability in
the Sacramento Valley, they are beyond the scope of this analysis.
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Letter from Friends of the River Dated July 12, 2000

6-1 This project is consistent with the provisions of the California Fish and Game Code.
Public trust doctrine has been used to protect fishery resources in California;
however, implementation of the public trust doctrine is subject to a wide variety of
interpretations.
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Letter from Friends of the River Continued
6-2 Page 3-21 of the EA/IS states that CDFG, USFWS, and Reclamation will enter into an

Instream Flow Preservation Agreement to maintain releases at current levels. The
flow agreement formalizes commitments made to date. Additional physical
improvements in the creek are still being investigated, but are not a part of this
project. Additional flow releases may be made through allocation of water under
Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA. However, such additional releases are speculative
at this point, largely due to the draft nature of proposed Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program (AFRP) flows and uncertainty regarding (b)(2) water. For
further discussion of the impacts of water management following implementation of
Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA, please refer to the Programmatic EIS prepared for
the CVPIA. Additionally, Section 3406 (b)(12) of CVPIA will require separate
environmental documentation for any recommended changes to Clear Creek flows.

6-3 The Proposed Project is consistent with Bureau of Land Management (BLM) goals to
restore the lower Clear Creek Corridor. The BLM has expressed interest in obtaining
ownership of the property at Saeltzer Dam once the dam has been removed from the
site. The CDFG will likely transfer ownership to the BLM following completion of
the Proposed Project. We assume that the BLM will manage this land appropriately
as described in their resource plans.

6-4 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.

6-5 As noted on page 3-33 of the EA/IS, sediments removed from the dam will be placed
on a terrace above the floodplain, covered with top soil, and revegetated. Sediment
will likely be placed in areas without existing vegetation, potentially including
dredge tailings.

The Lower Clear Creek Floodway Rehabilitation Project has identified mine tailings
as a valuable source of material for use in rehabilitating areas of the creek channel
and floodplain that have been seriously degraded by past mining activities. That
project is currently using mine tailings available on public lands within the lower
Clear Creek corridor to restore a severely degraded 1.6-mile long section of lower
Clear Creek located downstream of Saeltzer Dam. Borrow sites, from which mine
tailings are to be removed, are also being restored by creating additional wetland
and upland habitats. Fine sediments that will be removed from behind Saeltzer Dam
will be spread on existing road surfaces on the south side of the project and will be
revegetated with native species.

6-6 The downstream stability buttress will be constructed of spawning gravel and will
be left in place following removal of the dam. If necessary, the buttress will be
notched to allow fish passage after dam removal. The resource agencies are currently
planning to release a flushing flow downstream of Whiskeytown Dam during
normal winter flood control operations to assist distribution of the spawning gravels
that form the stability buttress downstream. It is anticipated that winter flows will be
sufficient to push the gravel downstream, removing the need for additional work on
the buttresses.

6-7 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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Letter from Sacramento River Preservation Trust Dated July 12, 2000
7-1 The Instream Flow Preservation Agreement is a component of the Proposed Project

and will be entered into prior to approval of this project. The agreement will provide
for minimum flow releases of:

− 50 cfs from January 1 through October 31 (all water years)
− 100 cfs from November 1 through December 31 (normal water years)
− 70 cfs from November 1 through December 31 (critical water years)

Since approximately 1964, Reclamation has been operating Whiskeytown Dam and
Reservoir in accordance with an informal agreement with USFWS and the National
Parks Service (NPS). The word ”informal” simply refers to the fact that this
agreement was never signed by the resource agencies and therefore was not
formalized.

7-2 The agreement was not finalized at the time of publication of the Public Draft EA/IS.
A copy of the agreement is included as Appendix C of this document.



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3-44 RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC)

7-3

7-4



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RDD/003671672.DOC (CAH804.DOC) 3-45

Letter from Sacramento River Preservation Trust Continued

7-3 An amended version of Figure 3-6 is included in this document showing the location
of the Muletown Conduit (Appendix D).

7-4 The Centerville CSD maintains forecasts of growth within the District. Planned
growth refers to growth anticipated by the District.
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Letter from International Rivers Network Dated July 11, 2000

8-1 Please see Response 6-2.

8-2 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Richard Baumann Dated June 16, 2000

9-1 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.

9-2 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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Letter from New Hogan Lake Conservancy Dated June 24, 2000

10-1 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary. Please see Appendix C for
the latest version of the agreement.

10-2 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary. Please see Appendix C for
the latest version of the agreement.
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Letter from Charles Kuhn, PE Dated June 27, 2000

11-1 Please see Response 6-3.

11-2 Please see Response 6-2.

11-3 Please see Response 6-5.

11-4 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Corley Phillips Dated June 27, 2000

12-1 Please see Response 6-2.

12-2 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Greg Ungelback Dated June 27, 2000

13-1 Please see Response 6-2.

13-2 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Valerie F. Olson Dated June 29, 2000

14-1 Please see Response 6-3.

14-2 Please see Response 6-2.

14-3 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Traci Sheehan Dated June 25, 2000

15-1 Please see Response 6-2.
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Letter from Federation of Fly Fishers Dated July 5, 2000

16-1 Please see Response 6-3.

16-2 Please see Response 6-2.

16-3 Please see Response 6-5.

16-4 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Federation of Fly Fishers Continued
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Letter from Dr. Andrew Jones Dated July 6, 2000

17-1 Please see Response 6-3.
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Letter from Kay Sullivan Undated

18-1 Please see Response 6-2.

18-2 Please see Response 6-5.
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